
































































































































REGIONAL SUPERVISORS’ AND PARK
MANAGERS’ EVALUATION OF INDIVIDUAL
PARK DATA

During the summer of 1975 when the user survey
results became available, St. Paul DNR survey staff met
with regional supervisors and park managers to discuss
and evaluate the survey data. The following information
relates to this discussion and evaluation process.

During August and September of 1975, six regional
meetings (i.e. at Brainerd, Bemidji, New Ulm, Savanna
Portage, Split Rock Lighthouse, and Rochester) were held
with park managers and regional supervisors. At these
meetings each participant was asked to independently
estimate selected values (e.g. percent of total parties camp-
ing, percent of parties residing out-of-state, and percent of
Minnesota parties residing beyond a 50 mile radius from the
park) for each of the parks in his region with which he was
familiar. With this information it was possible to compare
the consistency of the managers’ independent estimates and
also identify any discrepancies between their collective

estimates and the Minnesota 1974 State Park Users Survey
values. When the participants’ estimates were quite consis-
tent with each other but differed a great deal from the
survey values, efforts were made to uncover the reason for
the discrepancies. Situations of this type might indicate
limitations in the survey values. {These situations are high-
lighted below.) There were, however, other situations when
the regional personnel estimates varied a great deal and did
not provide a collective basis to seriously challenge the
survey values. In most cases the survey values and the
park managers’ and/or regional supervisor’s estimates were
rather close.

The following listing highlights only potential survey
data problems identified during the discussions and evalua-
tions with regional supervisors and park managers. Such
information is provided to the reader to help assure that
the survey data will be used with appropriate caution based
on known or probable limitations. Since weekday survey
data were provided for relatively few parks, the following
comments apply only to weekend data. Weekday data may
or may not have the same limitations.

APPARENT DATA LIMITATIONS]

Survey Estimate For Percent of Total

Park Name Parties Camping
Beaver Creek Valley may be high
Cascade probably high by as much as 40 points

Charles A. Lindbergh
Father Hennepin
Forestville
Frontenac
Gooseberry Falls
Judge C. R. Magney

may be high

probably high by 10 to 15 points
probably high by 25 to 30 points

probably low by as much as 10 points :
probably high by as much as 20 points
probably high by as much as 20 points

Lac Qui Parle - may be low
Schoolcraft probably high
Sibley may be high by as much as 20 points

Split Rock Creek

may be high by as much as 10 points

St. Croix may be high by as much as 10 points

Temperance River

probably high by as much as 45 points

Survey Estimate for Origin-of-Visitors

Percent of Minnesota Visitors Residing

Beyond 50 miles of Park as a Percent of

Percent of Visitors

Park Name All Visitors to the Park From Out-of-State
Banning may be high *
Bear Head Lake probably high?2 *
Camden may be low by as much as 10 points *
Flandrau may be high by 10 to 15 points *

Judge C. R. Magney *
Lake Shetek
McCarthy Beach

probably high
Whitewater 3

may be high bﬁl as much as 10 points

may be low by 10 to 15 points
*

*

3

1Thesg qualitative comparisons of apparent data limitations are based on insight gained during regional meetings with park managers and regional
supervisors, consistency and strength of voiced opinions, communications with field personnel, and survey staff judgment,

zThis data_limitation for Bear Head Lake and McCarthy Beach is the result of a unique peculiarity of the criteria used to determine the number of
visitors residing beyond a 50 mile radius of a park. See Page 29 for a more detailed discussion of this problem. Bear Head Lake and McCarthy -

Beach survey data were not used in the analysis for origin-of-visitors.

3Whitewater was plosed for five weeks Adufing 1974 due to a flood. This effected at least two major weekend periods in July, so that the survey
results are primarily August results. This situation introduces data limitations in the survey values to the extent that August is not representative

of the July-August survey period.

*No major data limitations. The character of the origin-of-visitors data (i.e. within 50 miles radius, beyond 50 mile radius; out-of-state visitors) is
such that the three components must add to 100 percent. Thus if one value is too high, one or both of the other components must necessarily be
understated. Since only two of the three components are identified here, the offsetting difference could occur in the component not listed or it
could be split between two components in such a way as to represent no major limitation in utilizing the survey value.

NOTE: Points refer to percentage point differences in contrast to percentage differences, e.g. the difference between 10 percent and 8 percent is

2 percentage points. :
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